UNPUBL | SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 95-7291

LONNI E MCDONOVAN  GHOL SON,

Plaintiff

Ver sus

LI EUTENANT RICE, UMI in Building Two; MAJOR
THORNE; C. E. THOWPSON, Warden; SERGEANT
FLEKER, SERGEANT W LLI AMS, Caucasian Ml e;
OFFI CER CRUSHFI ELD;, OFFI CER JACKSON, Slim
tall, redhead, mal e corrections officer work-
ing on 8 to 4 shift in Building Two; OFFI CER
JACKSON, Mal e, bl ack officer on TAC Team FAYE
NEWCOMB, Corrections O ficer; CORRECTI ONS OF-
FI CER TERRY, Femal e, bl ack officer working on
day shift; CORRECTI ONS OFFI CER TERRY, Fenal e,
bl ack officer working 4 to 12 shift; CORREC
TIONS OFFICER HITE, Wrks in Building One;
SERGEANT BOYD; CORRECTI ONS OFFI CER FREEMAN,
Works Building Two on 4 to 12; OFFI CER DUFFY;
OFFI CER JACKSON, M ddl e age caucasi an on TAC
t eam

Appel | ant,

Def endants - Appell ees,

and

CORRECTI ONS OFFI CER ROYSTER; NURSE MONEY;
CORRECTIONS OFFICER SMTH, 6 foot 3, dark
skin, nale officer works on 8 to 4 shift in
Bui l ding Two; CORRECTIONS OFFICER SM TH,
Short, black, male officer who works on 4 to
12 shift; OFFI CER TERRY,

Def endant s.



Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Virginia, at Norfol k. Rebecca B. Smith, District Judge.
(CA-94-695- 2)

Submi tted: Decenber 14, 1995 Deci ded: January 17, 1996

Bef ore ERVI N, Chi ef Judge, and W DENER and W LKINS, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Lonni e McDonovan Gnhol son, Appel |l ant Pro Se. Lance Bradford Leggitt,
OFFI CE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF VIRA NI A, Ri chnond, Virginia, for
Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).

PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeals from the district court's orders denyi ng
relief on his 42 U . S.C. § 1983 (1988) conplaint. W have revi ewed
the record and the district court's opinions and find no reversible
error. Accordingly, we affirm on the reasoning of the district

court. Gholson v. Rice, No. CA-94-695-2 (E.D. Va. June 29, 1995;

July 20, 1995). W dispense with oral argunent because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials

before the court and argunent woul d not ai d t he deci si onal process.

AFFI RVED



